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ABSTRACT  
This paper presents an evaluation of a mobile complaint and problem-reporting solution made for Swedish municipalities and 
their citizens. The evaluation is made through a government 2.0 framework to assess the appropriateness of the initiative as a 
citizen-sourcing solution. The research approach consists of a secondary analysis of empirical data. The researchers have 
been active participants in gathering the data for the secondary analysis. The results show that although the promise of the 
crowd is very prominent in the technical platform, municipalities are not prepared to fully utilize the citizen-sourcing 
solution.  The main contribution for research is a widening of the body of knowledge regarding citizen-sourcing by an 
empirical application of a previously developed theoretical citizen-sourcing framework. The paper contributes to society and 
practice through highlighting difficulties that can be expected when realizing the promise of the crowd.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Public demands on governments worldwide to become more open are rising (OECD, 2005).  Chun Shulman, Sandoval and 
Hovy (2010) describes the concept of open government as government 2.0 and it has become a worldwide trend in the public 
sector (Schellong, 2008). The requirements highlighted for government 2.0 include transparency, participation and 
collaboration (e.g. Chun et al 2010, Osimo, 2010) together with responsiveness and accessibility (Gavelin, Burall and 
Wilson, 2009). In addition to this, there is a promise of the crowd to gather and analyze opinions from many, and use it as 
valuable input for a diversity of reasons. Examples include innovation, new design and problem solving (Brabham, 2008). 
This phenomenon is often referred to as crowdsourcing and is used in a wide variety of settings in the private domain. An 
emerging crowdsourcing concept, were citizens and the public domain interact, is citizen-sourcing. Examples include anti-
corruption initiatives in Chile and the Philippines (Bertot, Jaeger and Grimes, 2010), and the peer-to-patent system in the 
United States (Noveck, 2006). A number of researchers have identified crowdsourcing as having great potential for 
developing e-government into government 2.0 (e.g. Bertot et al, 2010; Dutton, 2011; Ferro & Molinari, 2010; Kazman and 
Chen 2009; Mergel, Schweik and Fountain, 2009; Nam, 2011).  
Within this stream of thought, a research project designed to develop a complaint and problem (issues) reporting solution 
based on mobile technology for Swedish municipalities and their citizens was set up in 2010. “Munizapp” is a mobile front-
end app, integrated with municipality case management systems (CMS) through an e-platform. The project followed a design 
science research methodology (Peffers, Tuunanen, Rothenberger and Chatterjee, 2007) were evaluation is regarded as an 
important phase of the research process (Ibid). The objective of this paper is to evaluate the Munizapp solution from a 
citizen-sourcing perspective.  The objective is guided by the following research question:  
How appropriate is the Munizapp solution from a citizen-sourcing perspective? 
To answer the research question a theoretical citizen-sourcing evaluation framework, suggested by Nam (2011), is used.  The 
paper is thereby a direct response to a call from Nam (2011) to explore cases of citizen-sourcing in various context and 
countries to enhance the understanding of citizen-sourcing. The primary contribution of the paper is to widen the knowledge 
of citizen-sourcing. The empirical use of Nam’s (2011) theoretical framework also contributes to testing the applicability of 
the framework in practice. This study also contributes through revealing weaknesses and strengths of the Munizapp solution 
in regards to government 2.0.  
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
Government 2.0 
Chun et al (2010) describes the concept of open government, supported by Web 2.0 technology enablers, as Government 2.0 
and states a number of challenges for reaching the desired state of openness.  Meijer, Koops, Pieterson, Overman and Tije 
(2012) reports on key challenges for realizing government 2.0. The transformational effect of Web 2.0 technology on 
governments to promote real civic engagement is also stressed by Mergel et al (2009) among others. As inhibitors for this 
transformation to occur the strong regulations on information flow and bureaucratic constraints within governments are 
highlighted (Ibid). In line with this reasoning Dawes (2010) reports from an explorative study of tensions occurring when 
governments increase openness and transparency basing his reasoning on three enduring tensions according to Karr (2008) 
and using a data from a page called Data.gov as empirical material. The two sides of government 2.0 i.e. openness and 
privacy are also an important aspect in a report from World Economic Forum (2011). Dixon (2010) assesses the historical 
development of e-government up until today and summarizes the literature of early experiences of e-government 2.0. The 
author states that there is no clear way forward and that e-government 2.0 is still an unclear target and greater adoption, use 
and evaluation of government 2.0 by research and practice is needed (Dixon, 2010).  
Open government according to the OECD (2005) consist of three main building blocks i.e. transparency, accessibility and 
responsiveness. This can be compared to the open government initiative in the US that states transparency, participation and 
collaboration as the three main principles of open government (Obama, 2009). Transparency includes transparency in data 
and information as well as in operations and decisions (Nam, 2011). Participation encourages citizens to provide ideas 
knowledge and expertise to the government and collaboration should actively promote citizen engagement (Obama, 2009). 
Responsiveness is defined as being open to new ideas, demands and needs while accessibility is giving easy access to 
services and information (Gavelin et al, 2009). The main difference between the US and the EU views on open government is 
that the US enforces collaboration while EU limits their demands to accessibility of services and information from 
governments towards citizens and private business. The differences seem to imply a greater focus on citizen participation 
within the US compared to EU. The ultimate goal, a state where information flows freely both to and from governments 
through a multitude of different channels, is the same. Concerns regarding the current institutional context and the 
importance of the correct context for realizing the goals of government 2.0 is present in several research papers (e.g. Meijer et 
al, 2012; Zukang, 2012; Nam, 2011).   
 
After reviewing the literature on government 2.0 there seem to be a consensus regarding the necessity and potential of open 
government and government 2.0 among the research community together with a belief of Web 2.0 technology as an enabler. 
Also the literature review shows a lack of empirical study of government 2.0 initiatives in a real setting, something that is 
also pointed out as a future research need in the greater number of research papers regarding open government and 
government 2.0 (e.g Bertot et al, 2010; Dawes, 2010; Nam, 2011, ,). This paper is a respond to these demands and an answer 
to the call to investigate open government as government 2.0 using empirical research.  
Crowdsourcing and Citizen-sourcing 
Crowdsourcing is a relatively new phenomenon that is applied in a wide variety of setting with diverse purposes (Estéller-
Arolas and Gonzáles-Ladrón-de-Guevara, 2012). Crowdsourcing is described as a participative and an online activity where a 
stakeholder makes an open call towards a group of people i.e. a crowd and the participation is voluntary (Ibid). Mutual 
benefit is received for the proposing unit and the crowd. The term citizen-sourcing i.e. crowdsourcing for the public sector 
was first introduced by Lukensmeyer & Torres (2008) and few researchers have written about the phenomenon (Nam 2011). 
Hilgers and Ihl (2010) write about how the public sector should adopt open innovation already present in the private sector in 
the form of crowdsourcing and open innovation. Dutton (2011) challenges the standard notions of crowd wisdom as an open 
call that is unmanaged. Instead he claims that distributed intelligence is not the aggregated intelligence of many but instead a 
network of individuals that must be managed (Ibid). In order for the public sector to utilize the networks of individuals’ 
structured technical platforms and management strategies are necessary (Ibid). Nam (2011) seems to agree with this when 
stating that lack of moderation can be a problem in citizen-sourcing solutions. She presents two theoretical frameworks for 
categorizing and assessing citizen-sourcing initiatives and argues for the need of it in order to empirically investigate citizen-
sourcing initiatives (Ibid). 
METHOD 
The research process followed started with the design of a research question and a literature review. Thereafter, the 
evaluation framework by Nam (2011) was chosen due to her framework being built on theoretical knowledge and the author 
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called for empirical testing. All documents from the Munizapp requirement specification phase were then collected and a 
secondary analysis was performed. 
 
Figure 1 Research process followed. 
According to Hinds, Vogel and Clarke-Steffen (1997) secondary analysis means analyzing existing data to find answers to 
research questions not asked in the original research. The primary source of the secondary data in this paper comes from nine 
workshops sessions with five Swedish municipalities. The workshops had two main purposes:  to perform process analysis of 
the complaints and problem management process within the different municipalities and to capture aspects for adoption of 
the Munizapp solution. 
The primary concern when working with secondary data according to Seale (2010) is that the researcher doing the secondary 
analysis might not have the required contextual knowledge about the data collection. Another disadvantage is the quality 
evaluation of the secondary data when the researcher has no insight into process and the research rigor of the data collection. 
In this case the researchers have participated in planning and scheduling and participated in the workshops. According to 
Magnusson (2010) this is positive because of increased interpretive ability. The documents used in the secondary analysis can 
be seen in table 1. 
 
Nr Document Source Document Date (in 2012) Hours Pages 
1 WS1 Notes researcher 1 (R1) 16-Apr 2 4 
2 WS1 Notes researcher 2 (R2) 16-Apr 2 6 
3 WS2 Notes R1 17-Apr 2 4 
4 WS2 Notes R2 17-Apr 2 3 
5 WS3 Notes R1 2-May 2 6 
6 WS3 Notes R2 2-May 2 5 
7 WS4 Notes R1 3-May 2 3 
8 WS4 Notes R2 3-May 2 5 
9 WS5 Notes R1 4-May 2 3 
10 WS5 Notes R2 4-May 2 5 
11 WS6 Notes R2 10-May 1 4 
12 WS7 Notes R2 24-May 1 5 
13 WS8 Notes R1 27-May 1 1 
14 WS8 Notes R2 30-May 1 6 
15 WS9 Notes R2 28-Aug 1 1 
16 Project work Requirement Specification prototype 1 18 April-31 Oct 280 21 
17 Citizen interviews Master thesis  19-Dec 2 12 
18 Citizen interviews Usability test 1-Oct 5 8 
19 Project work Munizapp considerations 18 April-31 Oct 5 4 
20 Project meeting  Meeting notes 7-9 June 18 4 
21 Project meeting Meeting notes 21-24 Nov 18 5 
 Summary   351 103 
Table 1 Documents in the secondary analysis. 
Method of Analysis 
The Nam (2011) framework consists of three parts: design, process and outcome evaluation. In this paper the outcome 
evaluation has been omitted due to the solution not yet being in productive state. The design evaluation consists of four 
criteria: sociotechnical design, functional design, procedural design and government 2.0 policy design. The process 
framework is built on the criteria of open government i.e. government 2.0 (Nam, 2011). Since the framework is developed for 
the United States these criteria come from the Open Government Directive (OGD) and consists of transparency, participation 
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and collaboration (Obama, 2009). Since Sweden belongs to the European Union, with a slightly different view on open 
government as consisting of transparency, availability and responsiveness, the framework have been expanded to also 
encompass accessibility and responsiveness. The view of transparency is taken from OECD instead of OGD.  
All text within the included material has been categorized using criteria from the framework. Quotes, reflections, 
requirements and concerns have been labeled with one or several of the criteria included in the framework. Thereafter the text 
has been synthesized into a description of the solution with regards to each category.  
 
Focus Criteria Explanation  
Sociotechnical 
Design 
The design of an e-government solution reflects institutional and organizational 
arrangements (Cordella and Iannacci, 2010; Luna-Reyes and Gil-Garcia, 2011; Nam 
2011) 
Functional 
Design 
The usability and interface is important for citizen-sourcing to be effective. Also the 
infrastructure of engagement and whether they support efficient, effective citizen-
government interaction and communication need to be avaluated. (Nam, 2011) 
Procedural 
Design 
Design issues related to procedure include for example who sets the design agenda and 
what problems are prioritized? (Lukensmeyer and Torres 2008, Nam, 2011) 
Design 
Evaluation 
Government 2.0 
Design 
Do governments have enforceable Government 2.0 policies as a way to handle 
procedural problems? (Nam, 2011) 
Transparency Governments should actively disseminate information on their activities, decisions, 
knowledge and services (Gavelin et al, 2009) 
Participation Governments should obtain knowledge from a diversity of the population (Nam, 2011) 
Collaboration Governments should engage citizens in the work of government agencies. (Nam, 2011) 
Accessibility Governments should facilitate easy access for citizens to services and information and 
provide means to hold decision makers accountable for their decisions (Gavelin et al, 
2009) 
Process 
Evaluation 
Responsiveness Governments should be responsive towards needs, ideas and priorities of citizens and 
private businesses. Multiple channels to voice these should be available (Gavelin et al, 
2009). 
Table 2 The framework used. 
RESULTS 
The result section starts with design evaluation followed by process evaluation.  
Sociotechnical Design 
Municipalities regard the solution as a positive image factor as well as a facilitator for change. However fear of how to 
handle a large amount of issues from new groups of citizens is also visible. Garbage issues and dogmatists is also a perceived 
risk. 
“The negative thing about this application is that we need resources to handle issues from this new channel. We cannot 
create an information flow that we are not prepared to handle, and we should not implement the channel before we are 
ready. We are not there yet, we are not ready”. (document 5) 
Functional Design 
Citizens and the municipalities have different requirements on the solution. The citizens want to report issues on the move 
using a simple and fast interface adapted to mobile standards. The municipalities need to get issues into their case 
management systems in order to facilitate the handling of issues.   This leads to a conflicting requirements for example when 
some municipalities wants to force citizens to report issues in a pre-designed way that jeopardize the ease of use of the 
solution. Another conflict in the solution is the collaborative and transparency features directed towards citizens, for example 
the ability to share issues using existing social networks such as Facebook and the publication and agreeing on issues. 
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Against these aspects that are meant to engage citizens into using the app are the requirement to protect the privacy of 
citizens and the municipalities’ fear of publishing anything personal or sensitive for the public. 
Procedural Design and Government 2.0 Policy Design 
No government 2.0 policy design is visible within the municipalities. However, laws and regulations present in Sweden 
affects the design of the solution. The procedural design is affected by the requirements on the complaint and problem 
reporting process present within the municipalities.  The processes described in the material shows that a number of tasks are 
mandatory which in turn affects the end-user application. By providing a mobile platform for reporting it is possible to 
provide feedback to the reporting unit without the user needing to provide any personal information. The platform therefore 
offers a way of getting answers but remain anonymous. 
Transparency 
Municipalities consider it important to show citizens that something is happening inside the municipalities when issues are 
coming in. However, this is contrasted against the need to protect citizen’s privacy. Every issue published first has to be 
viewed and approved for publication. Through the solution citizens can view status on own issues and after municipal 
reviewing also others’ reported issues. Heading, picture and location of issues are visible for everyone after the reviewing. On 
own reported issues also replies from municipality officials and description are visible. The integration towards the internal 
CMS system is therefore important.  
“If we cannot get a decent integration towards the inside it does not matter how cool the app is, then it is completely 
worthless.”(document 1) 
To support transparency between citizens it is possible to agree on issues submitted by others and how many agrees an issue 
has received is counted and displayed. Another important aspect of transparency is of openness in decision-making and 
citizen’s impact on shaping the future direction of governments. Opinions regarding daily work and suggestions for change 
are also visible in the empirical material. This is supported through the content of a reported issue as well as the municipal 
reply.  
 “It is not only important that citizens receive feedback on their reported issues, we also need to work internally with 
improving our organization and opinions from citizens should be one input into this work.” (document 9)  
Transparency 
View issue replies from municipality 
View own reported issues 
Protecting citizens’ privacy 
View others reported issues 
View issue status 
Agree on issues 
Table 3 Functionality supporting transparency 
Participation 
By complementing the existing channels like e-mails, e-services and telephone the municipalities want citizens to feel 
included in the municipality.  
“Some of the frustrations come from being far away from the municipality; today there is not simple way to communicate 
with us”. (document 7) 
The mobile channel is seen as a way to reach new parts of the population like youngsters who are used to utilizing their 
mobile phone for a lot of different things. This is also supported through the possibility to post reported issues on your 
Facebook wall. 
“The more communication channels are used for the same thing, the more people get involved because they can choose the 
method that suits them the best." (document 17) 
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Participation 
New additional channel  
Smartphones  
Utilize social network technology  
Table 4 Functionality supporting participation 
Collaboration 
Picture and location makes it easier for municipalities to send out the correct people and equipment to the exact location of an 
issue when fixing it. Also to get reports directly when an issue is discovered makes the process of fixing it cheaper and faster. 
“It would be awesome with an app that provides location and coordinates so that we know where an issue is located”. 
(document 3 ) 
“The application can contribute to safer neighborhood for example if a broken streetlight is discovered it could be reported 
immediately which in turn may lead to the issue being fixed faster." (document 10) 
Categorization of issues, that is type of issue and administrative unit, enables issues being routed directly to the right handler. 
It is possible for municipalities to see how many people have voted on a specific issue. Municipalities consider it beneficial 
to have knowledge about how many people have noticed the same problem or share an opinion. Citizens also regard this as 
something positive since by knowing what has been reported they avoid having to report it again.  
Collaboration 
GPS and map functionality 
Categorization, type of issue 
Categorization, administrative unit 
Agree on issues 
Counter showing number of people who agrees on an issue 
Table 5 Functionality supporting collaboration 
Accessibility 
The mobile front-end of the citizen-sourcing solution makes it possible to report issues when on the move, the app is always 
accessible for the citizen and issues can be reported around the clock. The user interface is intuitive and easy to use. The 
reporting app is freely available for download and all municipalities are available through the same app.  The feedback from 
municipalities is also available through the smartphone and can be pushed by utilizing built in functionality enabled by 
smartphone technology.  
Accessibility 
Mobile platform 
All Swedish municipalities in one app 
Intuitive  
Smartphone technology 
Free of charge for citizens 
Issue replies pushed 
Table 6 Functionality supporting accessibility  
Responsiveness 
The Munizapp solution promotes responsiveness by providing a new channel for citizens to voice their needs, ideas and 
priorities. The integration towards existing municipality CMS system makes it easy for municipalities to respond to reported 
issues. The use of standard communication protocols through a communication gateway also facilitates responsiveness. 
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Responsiveness 
Integrated towards existing CMS systems. 
Uses standard communication protocols towards the municipalities 
Mobile channel complements already existing channels 
Table 7 Functionality supporting Responsiveness 
DISCUSSION 
Design Evaluation 
The design evaluation in regards to sociotechnical design shows that municipality officials have a positive feeling about the 
solution but the there is also a resistance to change present. The consciousness about not being ready is problematic from a 
sociotechnical perspective.   
In regards to the functional design of the Munizapp solution it is deemed appropriate. However a conflict is visible between 
the municipal and the citizen perspective. For example when municipalities want to force citizens to report issues in a pre-
designed way that jeopardizes the easiness of use.  
Laws, regulations and internal routines within municipalities affect the procedural design. However it is not possible to 
determine whether the design is compatible with Government 2.0 policy since the municipality’s lacks design policies.  
Instead there is a great uncertainty about how the possible procedural problems should be handled.  
Process Evaluation 
It is clear that municipalities wish to become more transparent towards citizens. However, this is contrasted against the need 
to protect citizen’s privacy. This could potentially create a bottleneck in the publishing of issues thereby make the solution 
vulnerable. In comparison with other reporting channels such as e-service or telephone the Munizapp solution has a greater 
transparency support. In order to also support transparency in decision-making and giving citizens’ opportunity to impact on 
internal work and future direction the app in itself is not enough. Establishing routines on how to handle and how to reply to 
issues is a prerequisite as well as systematically include citizen opinions in the internal quality work.  
Traditionally, most issues are reported by an elderly part of the population. The mobile solution can attract younger people to 
communicate with municipalities’ because smartphones are a familiar tool for young citizens.  It will require a substantial 
effort in getting the interest and spread the knowledge about the solution to these new user groups and to make them start 
communicating with their municipalities. The app requires smartphone technology to work and there is a fear of excluding 
people that lack access to a smartphone.  
There is functionality included in the app that enables citizens to collaborate with their municipality, e.g. the automatic 
inclusion of picture and location provides higher information quality. The more problems reported via the app, the greater the 
pressure on municipalities to handle all issues reported. To effectively handle issues, integration towards CMS systems will 
be required. It creates a demand on CMS systems suppliers to build integrations thereby promoting collaboration between 
public and private sector. 
The service is accessible compared to other channels for issue reporting, mostly due to the mobile front-end. However the 
technical platform alone is not sufficient. It requires a commitment and internal capability to be responsive in their work, and 
municipalities do not consider themselves as having this capability today. 
CONCLUSIONS 
This paper has used an evaluation framework, to evaluate the design and the process of a citizen-sourcing solution in order to 
answer how appropriate the Munizapp solution is from a citizen-sourcing perspective? 
The design evaluation shows that the solution is appropriate in a functional design aspect whereas there are potential 
weaknesses in the sociotechnical, procedural and government 2.0 policy designs.  In the process evaluation the technical 
solution itself is deemed appropriate. However, there are several weaknesses in the municipal context surrounding the 
technical solution. The paper thereby shows that there is indeed a promise of the crowd, but in order to utilize this promise, 
organizational and institutional change within municipalities will be necessary.  
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The paper contributes to practice by highlighting that technical solutions can function as a positive change driver in 
municipalities. Also it points out problematic areas within municipalities that will need to be addressed in order to adopt 
citizen-sourcing solutions. The framework is deemed helpful for practice to evaluate the design of a citizen-sourcing solution. 
It becomes clear in the evaluation that focus should be on aspects surrounding the technical solution and not the solution 
itself.  
For the research community this study contributes with testing a theoretically constructed framework in a live setting thereby 
answering the call from Nam (2011). The evaluation framework is shown to be usable in practice by providing an 
understanding of strengths and weaknesses in regards to government 2.0. We saw a need to adopt it to local conditions by 
adding the two government 2.0 aspects availability and transparency in order to create a more holistic view of government 
2.0.   
One limitation of the evaluation is that only two of the three parts included in the framework is used. Also the research has 
been carried out in one country and mainly from municipality perspective. The results of the evaluation is likely to change 
over time due to higher expectations when citizen-sourcing solutions are more mature and the demands on such solutions are 
higher.  
Future studies should focus on outcome evaluation of the Munizapp solution to evaluate the usability of the solution. Focus 
should also be on how to engage citizens in using the solution and how to spread it to more municipalities. How to resolve 
the difficulties regarding the sociotechnical, procedural and Government 2.0 policy design visible within the participating 
municipalities should also be investigated in future studies.  
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